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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 1, 2, 5, 9, 10, 12-17, and 19-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Unger (USPN 3,724,455) in view of Rockwell et al. (USPN 
6,141,584). 

Regarding claims 1, 2, 14, 15, 23, and 26, Unger discloses an apparatus and 

method, comprising a base (e.g. 34); operably coupled to a defibrillator (e.g. column 4, 
lines 52 - 54); two or more pods (e.g. 20, 22, 24) each connectable to a patient via 
patient lead cables to collect patient data (e.g. ELECTRODES in Fig. 1) the pods 
operable at a distance from the base (e.g. Fig. 1); and a wireless communications link 
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between the base and a selected one of the two or more pods to carry the patient data 
from the selected pod to the base (e.g. column 3, line 61 - column 4, line 3), the 
selection being based on which pod is associated with the base (e.g. column 4, lines 4 - 
7; because each unit is assigned a different frequency to communicate with the base, it 
is understood that the base necessarily makes a selection of a specific frequency); but 
fails to disclose that the base contains the defibrillator. Rockwell teaches it is known to 
a base (e.g. 108) containing a defibrillator (e.g. 16); a pod (e.g. 104) connectable to a 
patient via patient lead cables to collect patient data (e.g. column 8, lines 8-11); 
wherein the association between the base and the pod occurs after establishing wired 
communication between the base and pod (e.g. Fig. 5 and column 3, lines 6 - 9). It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the defibrillator and base as taught by Unger with the base 
containing the defibrillator as taught by Rockwell, since such a modification would 
provide the predictable results allowing the pods to communicate directly with the 
device that contains the defibrillator and provide a more reliable wired connection 
between the pod and the base. 

Regarding claims 5 and 28, Unger discloses the base determines and 
exchanges capabilities of the selected pod (e.g. column 4, lines 42 - 52). 

Regarding claims 9 and 21, Unger discloses delivering a defibrillation shock 
based on the patient data received from the selected pod (e.g. column 4, lines 52 - 54). 

Regarding claim 10, Unger discloses the association process between the base 
and the selected pod occurs wirelessly (e.g. column 3, line 61 - column 4, line 3). It is 
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noted that because the pod transmits information at a specific frequency to the receiver 
of the base, and the base uses said data to diagnose and/or treat a patient, that the pod 
is associated with the base. 

Regarding claims 12 and 22, Unger discloses the defibrillator is automated (e.g. 
column 4, lines 52 - 54). Because the base 34 triggers the defibrillator upon detection 
of ventricular fibrillation, the defibrillator is automated. 

Regarding claim 13, Unger discloses interpretive algorithms to analyze patient 
condition based on the patient data (e.g. column 4, lines 13 - 20). Because a computer 
is programmed to analyze the ECG waveform, it is understood that interpretive 
algorithms exist in the programmed computer. In the alternative, interpretive algorithms 
are well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify the programmed computer as taught 
by Unger with interpretive algorithms, since such a modification would provide the 
predictable results of accurately analyzing the patient data in order to effectively 
diagnose and/or treat a patient. 

Regarding claims 16 and 17, Unger discloses the selection of the selected pod 
is based on the patient data received indicating a patient abnormality (e.g. column 4, 
lines 4-11). Unger teaches that an ECG signal is sent from a pod when a herald 
signal is detected. Thus, the pod only sends information, and consequently the base 
only selects that pod to receive the information, when the pod receives specific patient 
data that indicates a patient abnormality. 

Regarding claim 19, Unger discloses receiving data from each of the pods (e.g. 
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column 4, lines 4-11). 

Regarding claim 20, Unger discloses the base functions as a central 
communications hub for the pods (e.g. Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 24, Unger discloses the communications link includes data 
communication (e.g. column 3, line 61 - column 4, line 3). 

Regarding claims 25 and 27, Unger discloses transfer of a unique pod identifier 
from the selected pod to the base (e.g. column 4, lines 4-11). Because each pod is 
assigned a different frequency, the frequency which it transmits the data is a unique pod 
identifier, since it indicates which pod is doing the transmission. Similarly, for the base 
to have a communication session with the selected pod, it must "identify" the selected 
pod using the assigned frequency. 

4. Claims 3, 18, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Unger in view of Rockwell et al. as applied to claims 1,14, and 30 above, and 
further in view of Saper et al. (USPN 3,865,1 01 ). 

Regarding claims 3 and 30, Unger in view of Rockwell discloses the claimed 
invention except for association between the base and the selected pod occurs 
automatically upon powering up the base and the selected pod. Saper teaches it is 
known to form an association between the base and the pod automatically upon 
powering up the base and pod (e.g. column 1 , lines 53 - 57). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the association of the pod and base as taught by Unger in view of Rockwell with 
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the automatic association upon powering up the base and the pod as taught by Saper, 
since such a modification would provide the predictable results of allowing the pod and 
base to cooperate as soon as they are turned on. 

Regarding claim 18, Unger in view of Rockwell discloses the claimed invention 
except for manual selection of the selected pod. Saper teaches It Is known to manually 
select the pod (e.g. Fig. 2). By placing the pod into compartment 16, the user Is 
manually selecting the pod to be associated with the base. It would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
selection as taught by Unger In view of Rockwell with the manual selection as taught by 
Saper, since such a modification would provide the predictable results of allowing a user 
to easily select which pod should be associated with the base. 

5. Claims 4, 6, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Unger In view of Rockwell et al. as applied to claims 1 and 23 above, and further In 
viewof Snell (USPN 6,978,181). 

Regarding claims 4, 6, and 32, Unger in view of Rockwell discloses the claimed 
Invention except for Indicating the presence of another pod and Indicating which pod is 
the selected pod. Snell teaches that it is known to use a telemetric network that uses 
an alarm when several devices are trying to make a wireless connection and Indicating 
which is the selected device (e.g. column 6, lines 1 1 - 21 and column 7, lines 9 - 20). It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the wireless link as taught by Unger in view of Rockwell with the 
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telemetric network as taught by Snell, since such a modification would provide the 
predictable results of avoiding interference between the pods and allowing the user to 
easily identify the selected pod. 

6. Claims 7, 8, 11 , 33, and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Unger in view of Rockwell et al. as applied to claims 1 and 23 above, 
and further in view of Khair et al. (USPN 6,441 ,747). 

Regarding claims 7, 8, 11, 33, and 34, Unger in view of Rockwell discloses the 
claimed invention except for alerting the patient or changing the mode when the 
wireless communication link is lost or degraded. Khair teaches it is known to have a 
wireless device enter a power saving sleep mode, alert the user, and restrict the data 
when the communication link is lost or degraded (e.g. column 14, line 60 - column 15, 
line 30). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the invention as 
taught by Unger in view of Rockwell with alerting the patient and changing the mode 
when the wireless communication link is lost or degraded as taught by Khair, since such 
a modification would provide the predictable results of allowing a user to quickly re- 
establish a communication link between the base and the pod in case the link is lost. 

7. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Unger in 
view of Rockwell et al. as applied to claim 23 above, and further in view of Covey et al. 
(US PGPUB 2004/0162586). 
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Regarding claim 31, Unger in view of Rockwell discloses the claimed invention 
except that the wireless link is encrypted. Covey teaches it is known to wirelessly send 
encrypted data from a device to a base (e.g. paragraph 32). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the wireless link as taught by Unger in view of Rockwell with the encrypted 
wireless link as taught by Covey, since such a modification would provide the 
predictable results of protecting the information sent and maintaining confidentiality. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Morgan et al. (USPN 5,593,426) teaches it is known to have several devices 
communicating with a base in a communication network. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph M. Dietrich whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1895. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:00 - 5:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Carl Layno can be reached on 571-272-4949. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/J. M. D./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3762 



/Carl H. Layno/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
Unit 3766 



